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President’s Stand: President Eisenhower has called upon Congress for a considerable amount of 
positive legislation. If the things he has asked for are translated into law, the Executive branch of the 
government will be invested with many new duties and with the power to execute them. However, there 
is one request he has made, and only one, that is decidedly negative: he asked that the proposed Bricker 
amendment be killed. Also, it is noted, this was the only bill left over from the last session of Congress 





| —- there are hundreds — that he picked out to mention. These facts possess no little significance, for 


the following reasons: 


The Bricker proposal would limit the power of the Executive branch. Its enactment would give 
Congress some power of restraining the Presidency in its commitments with foreign nations; it would give 
the Legislative branch a voice in foreign affairs, a voice that has long been denied that body, a voice 
that might have offset (if the amendment had been in effect) the damaging dictates of Teheran, Yalta 
and Potsdam. That is what the Presidency is against — any limitation of its power. 


Therein we see the continuation of that struggle to upset the balance of the three divisions of our 
national government which began almost immediately after the Constitution was adopted in 1789. The 
Founding Fathers thought they had preserved that delicate balance by the terms of the Constitution, but 
men being what they are, ways and means for circumventing that instrument have been found in the 


eternal struggle for power. Congress has become less important, the Executive more important and, 


since the regime of Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Legislative branch has lost a considerable amount of its 
former prestige. The Bricker proposal, which is decidedly in the opposite direction, is a highly neces- 
sary step. For, it is not on record that an Executive has ever in the history of the world voluntarily 
relinquished power. 


Book Burning: The story to end all stories about the great farce of the year 1953 known as the “book 
burning” controversy is now abroad on many tongues in this city of disillusions and few here, even 
among the hysterical “McLiberals”, now care to invoke that inflammatory phrase. 


The stark fact is that the classic instance of mass book destruction (there never was really any in- 
cineration) was not the withdrawal of a few pro-Communist volumes from the overseas libraries by 
the State Department (after the American people’s indignation forced the step). The big example of 
mass destruction of books occurred under the Democratic New Deal President Harry S. Truman in the 
year 1946; the place of the auto da fe was Germany, and the volumes destroyed were not Communist 
books but — at least officially — Nazi and “militaristic” books. 


And who was the great American who set his signature to the order to implement this act of “book 
burning”? None other than General Lucius Clay, then U.S. commander in Germany, now the front man 
for the extraordinary alliance of Communists and pro-Communists, McLiberals, Anglophiles, one-worlders 
and pacifists, come together to defeat Senator Bricker’s famous amendment (to keep the U.S. from giving 
up its sovereignty). We refer to the Committee to Defend the Constitution by Preserving the Treaty 
Power (as described in this publication in recent numbers). 
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We have in our.possession a photostat of Order No. 4, dated May 13, 1946, and entitled “Confis- 
cation of Literature and Material of a Nazi and Militarist Nature” and commencing as follows: “Bear- 
ing in mind the danger presented by the National Socialist doctrine and in order to eradicate as soon as 
possible National Socialist, Fascist, Militarist and Anti-Democratic ideas in all forms in which they found 
expression throughout Germany, the Control Council orders as follows:” Then it lists owners of book- 
shops, libraries, etc., who are bidden to “hand over all books, pamphlets, magazines”, etc., “the contents 
of which include Nazi propaganda, including Nazi ‘racial’ theories and incitements to aggression, as well 
as those containing propaganda directed against the United States”; and the proscribed material includes 
likewise textbooks and other teaching material for military educational institutions, etc. Finally, “All 
publications and material mentioned in this order shall be placed at the disposal of the Military Zone 
Commanders for destruction.” Then the document lists the French, British, Russian commanders sign- 
ing together with “Lucius D. Clay, Lieutenant General”. 


Now, it is true that a subsequent Military report of Clay specifies that no books should be “burned”. 
But that was to save pulp. The forbidden volumes were macerated and the pulp added to the already 
scant store of paper raw material. We understand from reliable authorities this great mass destruc- 
tion of “Nazi and military” books actually included many of the German classics — such as the works 
of Goethe and Lessing, and innocuous school textbooks — because such volumes bore the swastika on the 
bindings. The story in detail of this extraordinary case of “book burning” remains yet to be told. There 
is no record so far available showing that those who expressed horror at the withdrawal of pro-Com- 
munist books from our overseas libraries took any exception to the above mass destruction. 


Anyway, the above proceedings reduce to the level of farce the hysterical objections of the withdrawal | 


of the few volumes from State Department overseas libraries. The Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, which recently released such facts and presented the above, commented: “Americans 


are now asked to believe that it was good to destroy Nazi and Fascist literature, but that it was bad and | 
a crime against culture and civilization to remove Communist books from the United States Government- | 
sponsored libraries abroad. Book burning, sauce for the Nazi goose, was not sauce for the Communist | 
gander. In our opinion, neither the propaganda of the Nazis or the Communists should be encouraged © 


or promoted by the United States Government.” 


Not Merely Gossip: On Capitol Hill, it is rumored that an investigation of an old but important case | 
involving subversive activities may take place soon. The reference is to the “case of the counterintelli- ; 
gence files”. Towards the end of the late war, a War Department directive was issued authorizing the 
destruction of files on such activities. Destruction of these files is illegal, and when certain Senators heard | 
of the order, they descended upon Secretary of War Stimson and forced the order to be withdrawn. At | 
the time, it was believed that members of F.D.R.’s official family wanted to protect friends by having this / 


order enforced. 


@ C.D. Jackson, regarded as among the first, if not the first, of the Ike braintrusters, has been | 
privately saying he will resign from his White House job very soon. The reason is a familiar one in 
Washington: he has personally sacrificed much financially in service of the Government and wants to get | 
back into his former place in the Time-Life organization. Of course, this may be the whole truth, but 
this sort of explanation has been often heard before in official Washington and skeptics are many in | 
this city. The latter wonder if “C.D.” isn’t anxious about the stability of his position in the White House 
and is preparing his friends for the time when he will have to get out. 


@ Well-informed observers who have very recently visited England bring back tales not only of 
the prevalent anti-Americanism there, but also of rising pro-Russianism and pro-Sovietism, as a result of 
Winston Churchill’s new honeymoon with Moscow. English writers who try to defend the U.S. congres- 
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sional investigations of Communism are literally “blackballed” in Fleet Street and virtually deprived of 
their livelihood. But the crowning evidence of this English rapprochement with Bolshevism comes from 
one of our intelligence officers who reports that when, last fall, the Greenwich Naval College gave a series 
of lectures for senior officers, one lecture dealt with Communism. Who was the lecturer? None other 
than the Dean of Canterbury, Reverend Hewlett Johnson, known the world over as the “Red Dean” for 
his violent and extravagent praise of the Soviet Union. 





Bound Volumes: About March 1, bound volumes of the 1953 issues of HUMAN 
EVENTS, with a topical index, will be available. Orders are being taken now. 
The price is $4.00. 











March on Washington: Local observers are awaiting with special interest the so-called “march on 
Washington” of people from all over the country to demand that Congress pass the Bricker Amendment. 
As a matter of fact, this is not expected to prove any real mass demonstration itself. It will be, if reports 
we get are accurate, simply a gathering of representatives of several score of various local and regional 
organizations, many of them women’s groups. They will bring petitions to Congress in favor of the 
amendment. That from California, it is claimed, will contain some 50,000 names. At least a half mil- 
lion signatures will be on the petitions, it is asserted. 


But that is not the reason for special interest in this gathering. Observers here will watch keenly 
the proceedings in view of the report, now current here, that this occasion may touch off a demand for 
a new overall organization of which the various groups represented here would be constituent parts. Ob- 
servers who have for some time noted considerable political ferment throughout the country and scanned 
the political horizon for some resultant new organization, will look eagerly at the coming convention. It 
may be that Senator Bricker’s personality (in which there is a strong evangelical strain) and his role 
in the fight for the amendment may provide the long-sought leadership; the Ohioan might be the logical 
successor of the man who formerly commanded the allegiance of most of these people — Bricker’s 
old colleague, the late Senator Taft. 


Hidden Third Party: Every now and then some discouraged followers of the late Senator Taft or . 
General MacArthur raise a cry for a “third party”. Actually, according to Representative Coudert (R., 
N.Y.) there is really in operation today a “hidden” third party which has caused much of the dislocation 
in our political situation and resulted in the pitting of Congress against President. Coudert in a recent 
speech in New York (entered in the Congressional Record, January 13, Page A170-1) said: 


“The present electoral system has brought into being what is in effect a hidden third party which 
operates within both parties and largely influences the national nominating conventions of both the Demo- 
crats and Republicans, thus acquiring disproportionate power at the White House level. This hidden 
third party is less concerned with the Congress except as a ratifying body for the proposals of strong 
Presidents. It is the source of the long-sustained assault on Congress as an institution, an assault of 
more than 20 years’ duration. 


“This hidden third party exists effectively solely because of the en-bloc system of electing presiden- 
tial electors. It operates a balance of power on the long levers of large blocs of electoral votes in the 
big States, electoral votes that are necessary for victory in presidential elections. It is made up of single- 
interest voters organized into political pressure groups. .. .” 


Coudert explains: “In 1917 the Socialist Party polled 22 per cent of the New York City vote for 
its candidate for mayor. In the 1953 election, its lineal descendents, the Liberal and American Labor 
Parties, polled 24 per cent of the city’s vote. In intervening elections and under a variety of party labels 
this vote did not fall below one-fifth of the city total, which equals one-tenth of the statewide vote. 


























“The importance of New York’s electoral vote, and the balance-of-power position of this splinter- 
party and pressure-group [consisting of] 10 per cent of the State’s electorate, in swinging elections, has 
virtually compelled presidential candidates of all parties to woo these voters. Together with their coun- 
terparts in a few other States these voters have tremendously magnified power in the President’s con- 
stituency. In the constituency of the whole Congress, where they are reckoned by their actual numbers, 


they have no disproportionate impact. Hence the ideological struggle between the President and the 
Congress.” 


Coudert adduces the above arguments in favor of the constitutional amendment (which he and Sen- 
ator Mundt have offered) to reform the electoral college; to return it to the original system used in the 
days of the Founding Fathers, that is, to have each elector elected from a Congressional district; to end 
the bloc system, by which all electoral votes in any state go to the presidential candidate who gets a 
popular majority; and to reduce the swollen power of the big city states in the election of presidents. 





Revisionism: The debunking of official history now includes not only the official version of how we 
got into World Wars I and II, but also of some history which because of “liberal” domination of the aca- 
demic world has been perverted to smear capitalism in the interests of expanding socialism. John Cham- 
berlain, writing in Barron’s (January 4) recalls that the stories about the sweating of children in Man- 
chester slum workshops and other evidences of the cruelty of the British factory situation in the early 
19th Century “have colored a hundred years of history, shaping it into the collectivist form of Labor 
Government England and New Deal America”. And this version, he recalls, has been told “again and 
again by a long list of writers from Frederick Engels (Karl Marx’s ‘angel’ and collaborator) to the 
authors of “The Town Labourer’, by J. L. and Barbara Hammond”. 















But what was the real story? Chamberlain relates: “T. S. Ashton and W. H. Hutt, two skeptical 
English economic historians, volunteered to find out for the benefit of the Mont Pelerin economists. 
They discovered that the Hammonds and others had taken their ‘information’ from the most partial sort 
of investigation. In 1932, a Parliamentary body known as ‘Sadler’s Committee’ undertook to investi- 
gate factory conditions as a prelude to shaping legislation for a “Ten Hours Bill’. Sadler himself, the 
author of the proposed legislation, presided at the inquiries. He called his own witnesses, first. Then, 
ignoring the demands of elementary justice, he immediately published the evidence that supported his 
own contentions. As Hutt remarks: ‘to say that the report is one-sided as regards the evidence con- 
tained in it would be a mild criticism. It consists . . . of carefully selected instances.’ Moreover, 
Sadler presented the abuses of thirty years past as though they were still in operation. From such par- 
tisan materials is the written history of early industrial capitalism made.” 


True, Ashton admits, the factory towns were crowded in that day. “But what towns, he asks, would 
not have been crowded after twenty years of Napoleonic upheaval? From 1795 to 1815 England was 
occupied with the spectre of a continental tyrant and conqueror.” As Chamberlain put it, England in 
the throes of a great war coming at the time of an industrial revolution naturally suffered from wartime 
inflation troubles, with lack of building materials, etc. “It may be nominally correct to blame the new 
miseries on the spread of industry. But a demurrer should have been entered at the very start by any 
fair-minded historian . . .” So what? “This great revision in historical writing may seem important 
only to specialists. But in fact it has tremendous practical significance. For it was by misinterpreting 
the past that left-wing intellectuals got their leverage on the present. If capitalism had been a villian, 
what more plausible than to look for socialist alternatives?” 
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FACT AND FOG 
By WILLIs BALLINGER 


HAT UN-HOLY TRINITY — the internationalists, socialists and Communists — have 
T turned loose a fog of misrepresentation of the proposed Bricker amendment. To 
penetrate this fog, the citizen needs only to keep in mind two facts about the proposal. 

FIRST FACT: The original amendment proposed by Senator Bricker was complete- 
ly redrafted by able Constitutional lawyers representing the American Bar Association. 
Their draft, which has been adopted by the Senator, was then approved overwhelm- 
ingly at least three times by the legislative body of the Bar Association — its House of 
Delegates. Thus the Bricker measure is actually a proposed amendment to the Consti- 
tution drafted and vigorously backed by the American Bar Association. 


Opponents of the Bricker measure have struggled desperately to overcome the enor- 


‘gnous prestige of the Bar Association’s strong support of it. It is claimed that some 


forty deans of law schools are against it. This raises the question of authoritative guid- 
ance; is it best to rely upon the judgment of the American Bar Association, which includes 
the ablest practicing Constitutional lawyers in the country, or the law school. theorists, 
a number of whom are on record as favoring some form of world government? 

Opposition to the Bricker amendment also includes some prominent ‘Wall Street” 
lawyers with clientele that includes foreign interests in the United States or American firms 
doing business abroad. A few have been cited and decorated by foreign governments for 
services rendered. Again the question is raised whether it is safest to trust the American 
Bar Association or lawyers who might be influenced in their judgment by their own profit- 
able foreign associations. 

Finally, the Bar Association’s House of Delegates has heard and carefully considered 
all the current arguments being used against the Bricker amendment — such as the ridi- 
culous contention that under it a treaty would have to be ratified by the legislatures of 
our forty-eight states, that the amendment would tie the hands of the President in con- 
ducting the nation’s foreign affairs or impair the President’s power to command the mili- 
tary — and has voted them down as untenable. 

SECOND FACT: The Bar Association’s deep interest in the Bricker amendment 


grew out of its own experience with the activities of certain organs of the United Nations. 
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For a number of years lawyers of the Bar Association have been exposing one attempt 
after another of UN Communists and socialists to wipe out the American way of life. 
This thrilling story — little known — of how the Bar Association fought the UN schemers 
who plotted to socialize our industries, scrap our Bill of Rights and even tgfabolishsthe 
integrity of the United States through proposed treaties needs re-telling. a %e at 

_ From its birth the great preoccupation of the United Nations was Sepposed to be 
with the prevention of war. But, thanks to Alger Hiss and his cohorts, the UN turned 
out to be a powerful apparatus for Communists, avowed and concealed, located within the 
United States and financed largely by American taxpayers. What was represented to the 
American people as a noble and sincere effort to grapple with the ancient curse of war 
was revealed by our Bar Association to be a gigantic hotbed of conspiracy against the 
American tradition. The Communists and socialists devoted their energies to preparing 
international treaties full of legalistic booby traps by which they hoped to commit our 
government to socialism inside the United States and then slip us into a world socialist 
state. We might never have known what was really in those innocent-appearing, high- 
sounding covenants had it not been for the patriotism and vigilance of the ABA. 


O™ MIGHT WELL TREMBLE AT WHAT would have happened to us during the past five 
years if these legal sentries had been asleep at their posts — or had gone over to the 
side of the UN plotters, seduced by the latter’s disarming declarations of lofty purpose. 
Never was the old Trojan Horse game more astutely planned for the destruction of 
America. But the unanticipated obstacle to the conspiracy was the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, who from our first involvement in the UN, began sounding tocsins of alarm. 

Shortly after the end of World War II, the A.B.A. became increasingly uneasy. 
Then its House of Delegates whipped through a measure that was to have far-reaching 
consequences. Up to that time the Bar’s international matters had been handled by what 
was called the Section on International and Comparative Law. ‘The Association had 
grown distrustful of this body because it invariably brought in reports upholding the 
State Department of the Roosevelt and Truman Administrations in practically every par- 
ticular. To offset such obvious bias a new committee was set up, called the Committee 
on Peace and Law Through United Nations. On this new Committee were put top 
lawyers of the Bar Association. And then things began to happen. 

The United Nations sent to our Senate for ratification a treaty known as the Genocide 
Convention, which made it a crime to give ‘mental harm” to members of any national, 
ethnical, racial or religious group. The new Committee of the Bar Association imme- 
diately dug into the proposed treaty, holding conferences of judges, lawyers and professors 
all over the nation to discuss it. After a searching analysis of the Genocide Convention 
the Committee came to the unanimous conclusion that it would, if ratified, deal a mortal 
blow to our constitutional guarantees for free speech and free press. Under its provisions 




























an American citizen could be arrested and transported for trial before a foreign tribunal 
because he had criticized the Hindus or Hottentots or blown his top about Joe Stalin. 

The Section on International Law of the Bar Association, however, came up with 
a report on the Genocide Convention siding with our State Department. The Secretary 
of State, Dean Acheson, had approved the Convention and President Truman had sent it 
to the Senate, urging its ratification. Thus the Section on International Law and the Com- 
mittee on Peace and Law locked horns over the Genocide Convention. But the House 
of Delegates of the Association overwhelmingly upheld the report of the Committee on 
Peace and Law which roundly condemned the Convention. Thereafter, when hearings 
were held on it by a Senate Committee, representatives of the Bar Association were there 
with instructions to fight it to the finish. They exposed the treaty so effectively that the 
Senate Committee at the end of the hearings simply pigeonholed it. That was Round 
One in the battle between our Bar Association and the UN. 


a THE COMMITTEE ON PEACE and Law analyzed the Covenant on Human Rights 
— another proposed UN treaty. It came to the unanimous conclusion that the 
Covenant was shockingly dangerous — that the treaty was in fact a blueprint for world 
socialism, and, if ratified, would nullify the provisions of the Constitution insuring free- 
dom of religion, speech and the press. For example, the Constitution says that Congress 
shall make no law prohibiting the free exercise of religion or abridging the freedom of 
speech or of the press — period. But the Covenant declared that freedom of religion, 


). speech and press should be subject only to such limitations as were reasonable and neces- 


sary to protect the public safety, order, health or morals — a wide open door for some 
President, under the guise of an emergency, to throttle these basic American freedoms. 

The Committee on Peace and Law unanimously condemned the Human Rights Cov- 
enant while the Section on International Law vigorously championed it. But again the 
House of Delegates of the Bar Association came to the support of the Committee on Peace 
and Law. This was Round Two in the battle between the American Bar Association and 
the plotters of the UN. 

Then the UN began gestating another treaty — the Convention on Freedom of In- 


formation, At first an important section of our press fell neatly into the trap — boosting 
the proposed Convention. But, when the Committee on Peace and Law went into the Con- 
vention, the press backed away. The Committee found the Convention to be a plan to 
suppress freedom of the press. Freedom of Information in the Convention was made sub- 
ject to such limitations as were necessary to protect the public safety, order, health or 
welfare. Under it our Government could censor news in time of peace and “correct” a 
news dispatch sent from the U.S. to another country or from another country to the U.S. 
Again the section on International Law of the Bar Association defended the Convention 
on Freedom of Information, which had been approved by our State Department; again 
the Committee on Peace and Law opposed, and again the House of Delegates sided with 


the latter. This was Round Three in the American Bar Association versus the UN. 

In the fourth round of this battle the UN crowd came forward with a proposal to 
establish an international criminal court — one that would permit no trial by jury — one 
before which American citizens could be hauled for trial by foreign judges. This was a 
pretty raw proposal. As usual the Section on International Law swung behind the United 
Nations and our State Department — and again the Committee on Peace and Law was 
solidly backed by the House of Delegates in its opposition to such an international court. 

The revelations of the Committee on Peace and Law of the Bar Association had put 
its finger squarely on the menace of treaty law to our Constitution and our heritage of 
freedom. One can wonder how it was possible for any Administration to support the 
efforts of the UN conspirators. But, spread out before the Bar Association was the record 
in black and white of the Truman Administration’s approval of the Genocide Convention 
and its efforts to get the Senate to ratify it — and the support of our State Department for 
the Human Rights Covenant, the Convention on Freedom of Information and the establish- 
ment of an International Criminal Court. Here was no idle threat. 


Ss” TWO YEARS AGO the Committee on Peace and Law of the Bar Association urged the 
adoption of an amendment to the Constitution which would prevent amy treaty from 
overriding its provisions. ‘The Association’s Section on International Law bitterly op- 


posed the Committee’s recommendation — but the House of Delegates again supported | 
the Committee. This was Round Five in the legal hassle between the American Bar As- | 


sociation and the UN. 


Last Spring the Senate Judiciary Committee, on which sit the ablest Constitutional : 
lawyers in the Senate, held hearings on the Bricker amendment (actually drafted, as we | 
have said, by the best Constitutional lawyers of the Bar Association). ‘Twelve hundred 
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and sixty seven pages of testimony were taken. The Eisenhower Administration mobil- | 


ized its full pressure strength to get the Committee to vote down the Bricker Amend- | 


ment. But the Committee approved it by a two to one vote. 


Internationalists in the Administration then determined to make an all-out effort to | 
get the Bar Association at its fall meeting last year to withdraw its support of the Bricker | 
amendment. Secretary Dulles was dispatched to properly impress the Association. But | 


it didn’t work. The Committee on International Law and the Committee on Peace and 


Law again clashed — but the House of Delegates by a vote of four to one again lined up | 


for the third time behind the Bricker amendment. 


Knowing this history of the American Bar Association’s connection with the Bricker 
54 ry 


proposal, how can Congress dare either to defeat or water it down — particularly since the 
UN political gangsters are still busily engaged in preparing scores of other treaties, all 
intended to reshape our national structure in the image of Karl Max? 
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